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that was most popular at court should be silenced. Such de-
mands could never be admitted by Charles, whose sympathies
were wholly with the new churchmen who headed the revolt
against the Calvinistic theology that found favour in the sight
of the commons. Montague, at the close of his Appello Caesarem,
had written: 'Popery is for tyranny, puritanisme for anarchy:
popcrie is originall of superstition; puritanisme, the high-way
unto prophanenesse; both alike enemies unto piety,... Domine
Imperator, defende me gladio, et ego te defendam calamo,'1
Eliot's impetuosity had brought matters to a crisis, and the king
felt he had no option but to defend the church* In his eyes, as
in Montague's, the puritans intended to disrupt both church and
state, and Charles firmly shared his father's belief, *No bishop,
no king*. He therefore determined to set a term to the commons*
interference in ecclesiastical affairs and ordered the speaker to
adjourn the house. When the speaker signified this command,
he was met with a loud cry of 'Noe noe9. On his attempt to
leave the chair, he was restrained until three resolutions had
been passed: that whoever should introduce any innovation in
religion to bring in either popery or Arminianism should be
accounted a capital enemy of the king and kingdom; that who-
ever should advise the levying of tonnage and poundage without
parliamentary sanction should incur like denunciation; and that
whoever should pay tonnage and poundage, under those con-
ditions, should beheld a betrayer of the liberty of the subject and
a capital enemy of the king and kingdom,2 A week later Charles
formally dissolved the parliament, with a speech in which he
contrasted *the tmdutiful and seditious carriage in the lower
house' with the 'dutiful demeanors* of the lords.3 In a sense
the contrast is fair, and at least some of the blame for the eleven
years* prerogative government that followed must be laid at the
door of Eliot, whose headlong course had provoked the inevit-
able; and, moreover, the fact that one house of parliament was
now neutral, or perhaps even favourable to the king, helps to
explain the acquiescence of the country at large in the intermit-
tence of parliament. On the other hand it is characteristic of
Charles—and the explanation of his ultimate downfall—that
he failed to see in the action of the commons anything more
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